
FILE: B-209250 DATE: A p r i l  12, 1983 

MATTER OF: Albert L. Kemp, Jr. 

DIGEST: Employee whose household goods were 
shipped under the actual expense method 
must repay Government for charge by 
carrier for snow removal. Since it is 
the employee's responsibility to provide 
the carrier access to his household 
goods and thus to see that his driveway 
is passable, there is no authority under 
applicable statute or regulations for 
the Government to pay for snow removal 
in these circumstances. 

A n  authorized certifying officer for the Department of 
Health and Human Services has requested an advance decision 
concerning an employee's responsibility to bear the cost of 
snow removal charges made by a carrier in connection with 
the shipment of his household goods under a Government Bill 
of Lading (GBL). Because it is the employee's obligation to 
make his household goods accessible to the carrier, we hold 
that the employee is responsible for the cost of snow 
removal in these circumstances. 

Mr. Albert L. Kemp, Jr. was appointed to a Senior 
Executive Service position with the Department of Health and 
Human Services in St. Louis, Missouri. He was issued 
travel orders authorizing shipment of his household goods 
from Kansas City to St. Louis under the actual expense 
method, and they were shipped on February 11, 1982, under 
GBL No. K-0964384, issued February 5, 1982. Upon arrival at 
Mr. Kemp's residence on February 1 1 ,  the carrier determined 
that its trailer could not negotiate the 1/4 mile driveway 
to the house, and at the carrier's specific request, shuttle 
service was authorized by the contracting officer. In April 
1982 the agency received the bill for shipnent of Mr. Kemp's 
household goods and found it included not only additional 
charges for shuttle service but also a charge of $ 3 7 8  for 
removal of snow from the driveway. An inquiry revealed this 
service was provided at the request of the employee's wife. 
The contracting officer wzs unaware of this request and d i d  
not authorize t h i s  service when t h e  shuttle was approved. 
The certifying officer, therefore, inquires whether the cost 
of snow removal may be pzid by the Government in connection 
with Hr. Kemp's transfer, or whethzr the employee should be 
billed for the snow removal charge p a i d  to carrier upon its 
presentation of the GBL. 
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S e c t i o n  5 7 2 4 ( a )  o f  t i t l e  5, U n i t e d  S t a t e s  Code, g r a n t s  
to t h e  P r e s i d e n t  d i s c r e t i o n a r y  a u t h o r i t y  to  prescribe regu-  
l a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  payment o f  t r a v e l  and  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  ex-  
p e n s e s  of employees  t r a n s f e r r e d  i n  t h e  i n t e r e s t  o f  t h e  
Government f rom one o f f i c i a l  s t a t i o n  t o  a n o t h e r .  The ex- 
p e n s e s  of t r a n s p o r t i n g ,  p a c k i n g ,  c r a t i n g ,  t e m p o r a r i l y  
s t o r i n g ,  d r a y i n g ,  and  unpacking  househo ld  goods  and  p e r s o n a l  
e f f e c t s  n o t  i n  e x c e s s  o f  11,000 pounds  n e t  w e i g h t  a r e  au tho -  
r i z e d  by S U.S.C. 5 7 2 4 ( a ) ( 2 ) .  

Implement ing  r e g u l a t i o n s  f o r  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  and tempo- 
r a r y  s t o r a g e  o f  h o u s e h o l d  goods are  found i n  t h e  Federal 
T r a v e l  R e g u l a t i o n s  (FTR) (FPMR 101-7, November 1 9 8 1 ) ,  
C h a p t e r  2 ,  P a r t  8. The a l l o w a b l e  c h a r g e s  when a n  employee 
s h i p s  by t h e  a c t u a l  e x p e n s e  method a r e  s t a t e d  in-FTft-para. 
2-8.3b(3) a s  f o l l o w s :  

" ( 3 )  Allowable c h a r g e s .  The ac tua l  costs  of 
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  of h o u s e h o l d  goods  w i t h i n  t h e  
a u t h o r i z e d  w e i g h t  l i m i t s  w i l l  be a l l o w e d  a t  
Government expense .  Also w i t h i n  t h a t  w e i g h t  
l i m i t  t h e  a c t u a l  costs f o r  p a c k i n g ,  c r a t i n g ,  
unpack ing ,  d r a y a g e  i n c i d e n t  to  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n ,  
and n e c e s s a r y  accessorial  s e r v i c e s  s h a l l  be  
a l lowed . "  

I n  t h e  case o f  h o u s e h o l d  g o o d s ,  accessorial c h a r g e s  
i n c l u d e ,  b u t  a r e  n o t  l i m i t e d  t o ,  c h a r g e s  f o r  p a c k i n g  or 
c r a t i n g  and u n p a c k i n g ,  f u r n i s h i n g  wardrobe  and mattress 
c a r t o n s ,  e x t r a  p i c k u p  or d e l i v e r y  s e r v i c e s  s u c h  as  s h u t t l e  
s e r v i c e  o r  m u l t i p l e  p i c k u p  p o i n t s ,  h o i s t i n g  and l o w e r i n g  
c h a r g e s ,  moving pianos,  and w a i t i n g  t i m e .  A-4.9809 and 
B-45107, May 17, 1957; Prac t ices  o f  Motor Common Carr ie rs  
of Household Goods, 17 M.C.C. 4 6 7 ,  490 (1939). Carriers  may 
a l so  p r o v i d e  s p e c i a l  o r  m i s c e l l a n e o u s  s e r v i c e s  pe r fo rmed  a t  
t h e  request  o f  a customer f o r  which an  h o u r l y  r a t e  is  
c h a r g e d .  49 C.F.R. 1056.3 ( 1 9 8 0 ) .  Removal of snow from a 
customer's d r i v e w a y  f a l l s  g e n e r a l l y  w i t h i n  t h e  l a t t e r  cate- 
g o r y  

However, i t  i s  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  an  employee t o  
make h i s  goods  a c c e s s i b l e  to  t h e  c a r r i e r .  As a p a r t  o f  t h i s  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  i t  is  t h e  e m p l o y e e ' s  o b l i g a t i o n  to  see t h a t  
h i s  d r i v e w a y  is p a s s a b l e  and t h a t  t h e  c a r r i e r ' s  equ ipmen t  
o t h e r w i s e  h a s  a c c e s s  t o  h i s  res idence.  I f  M r .  Kemp had 
h i r e d  a t h i r d  p a r t y  t o  c lear  h i s  d r i v e w a y  o f  snow b e f o r e  
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the arrival of the carrier, the cost of plowing his drive- 
way would have been significantly less and it would not be 
considered a reimbursable cost of transporting his household 
goods. The fact that this service was obtained from a 
carrier and billed to the Government as an additional labor 
charge under the GBL does not change the fact that the 
service was necessary to fulfill the employee's rather than 
the Government's obligation. Accordingly, we find no basis 
to authorize the payment of this expense. 

The charge in the amount of $378 for snow removal 
should be recovered from the employee. 

'. 

I 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 
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